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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

On information and belief, there are no appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings known to the appellant, the appellant’s legal representative, or assignee 
which may be related to, directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (the “Board”) decision in the pending appeal. 


III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-30 are pending in this application and stand finally rejected. 

Claims 1-30 are being appealed. These claims are rejected in the final office 
action mailed June 15, 2005 (“last office action”). 


IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendment has been filed after the final rejection. 


V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The claimed subject matter relates to blocking of unwanted windows that would 
otherwise be displayed on a computer screen. The claimed subject matter may be 
employed in a variety of applications including blocking of windows (e.g. pop-up, pop- 
under) that result from surfing on the Internet. As is well known, windows may be 
displayed on a user’s computer screen as the user browses web sites on the Internet. 
Because some of these windows may be unacceptable to the user, the claimed subject 
matter provides the user with a computer program that allows selective blocking of 
windows based on a changeable set of criteria that may be updated from time to time to 
optimize the computer program and prevent obsolescence. 

Independent claim 1 recites a method for preventing windows from being 
displayed in a computer. The method detects the launching of a new window 
(Specification, FIG. 7, step 702; page 20, lines 17-19). The method consults a 
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changeable set of criteria to determine if the new window is of a certain type. The 
changeable set of criteria may be an exclusion list listing a set of domain names where 
window blocking is not allowed (Specification, FIG. 3, exclusion lists 312A and 312B; 
FIG. 7, steps 706 and 708; page 21, lines 3-10) or a set of rules for determining whether 
the new window is a good window or a bad window (Specification, FIG. 3, rules list 310; 
FIG. 7, steps 709, 710; page 11, line 14 to page 12, line 9). If the new window turns out 
to be of a first type (e.g. good window or listed in an exclusion list), the new window is 
allowed to be displayed (Specification, FIG. 7, step 708 or 709 to step 714). However, if 
the new window turns out to be of a second type (e.g. bad window), the new window is 
prevented from being displayed (i.e. blocked; Specification, FIG. 7, step 710 to step 712). 

Independent claim 22 recites computer memory comprising a computer program 
for blocking unwanted windows. Claim 22 recites a listener for receiving event 
notifications from a web browser (Specification, page 11, lines 4-9; FIG. 3, listener 306). 
The listener, among other functions, allows the program to detect when a new window is 
opening up so it can be analyzed by a window analyzer (Specification, page 11, lines 10- 
15; FIG. 3, window analyzer 308). The window analyzer may employ an exclusion list 
(Specification, FIG. 3, exclusion lists 312A and 312B; FIG. 7, steps 706 and 708; page 21, 
lines 3-10) or a rules list (Specification, FIG. 3, rules list 310; FIG. 7, steps 709, 710; 
page 11, line 14 to page 12, line 9) to determine if the new window is to be blocked or 
allowed to be displayed. 

Independent claim 26 recites features similar to those of claim 22. 

Independent claim 27 recites features similar to those of claim 1. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

To be reviewed on appeal is the rejection of claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,459,440 to Monnes et al. (“Monnes”) in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,996,011 to Humes (“Humes”) in the last office action. 


VII. ARGUMENTS 
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Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Monnes in view of Humes for the following reasons. 

A. CLAIMS 1-5 and 19-30 

Claim 1 is patentable over Monnes and Humes at least for reciting: “detecting the 
launching of a new window,” “consulting a changeable set of criteria to determine if the 
window is of a certain type,” and “preventing the window from being displayed if the 
window is of a second type and not of the first type.” 

The last office action cites Monnes column 2, lines 51-67 through column 3, lines 
1-10 and column 8, lines 1-39 for support in rejecting claim 1. The entirety of Monnes, 
however, does not disclose or suggest detecting the launching of a new window and 
preventing the window from being displayed if it is of a second type as recited in claim 1. 
Nothing in Monnes detects for the launching of a new window because windows are not 
prevented from being displayed in Monnes in the first place. This is not surprising 
considering that Monnes’ applications are meant to display messages to the user. For 
example, it is clear from Monnes that pop-up 10 is displayed (i.e., not prevented from 
being displayed) by the display 14 per the request of an application 20 (Monnes, column 
3, lines 13-22). The same application 20 can send a request to delete the pop-up 10 
(Monnes column 3, lines 61). Note that deleting the pop-up 10 is not preventing the pop¬ 
up 10 from being displayed - the pop-up 10 has long been displayed by the display 14. 
FIG. 6 of Monnes is reproduced below for ease of discussion: 
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It is clear from FIG. 6 above that Monnes always allows pop-up windows to be 
displayed (step 56) to allow users to respond to it (step 58). Monnes is clear that: 

“FIG. 6 is a flowchart of the operation of the electronic device 12 in accordance 
with the present invention. The process begins with Step 56, in which the pop-up 
window 10 is displayed on the display 14.” 

Monnes, col. 9, lines 13-16 (emphasis added) 

That is, in Monnes, the pop-up window is first displayed on the screen. Monnes does not 
consult a changeable set of criteria to determine if the window is of a certain type. The 
pop-up window is deleted at some point after the pop-up window has already been 
displayed (step 64), regardless of the window’s type (see also, Monnes, col. 3, lines 43- 
61). 

Humes does not disclose or suggest preventing windows from being displayed 
either. In Humes, data from certain sites are prevented from being displayed in the 
window employed by the user, but no window is prevented from being displayed. That 
is, Humes does not disclose or suggest any technique for preventing windows from being 
displayed. Humes merely prevent displaying of data in a browser window that is already 
displayed in the computer screen. Humes FIG. 2, which is cited in the last office action 
for support, is reproduced below for ease of discussion. 
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Referring to Humes FIG. 2 above, Humes, at most, redirects a window to a 
forbidden page (steps 216, 222) or displays a modified page (step 230) on the window if 
the user navigates to a forbidden URL (step 212) (Humes, col. 5, line 3 to col. 7, line 7). 
However, no window is prevented from being displayed in that process. At most, 
Humes restricts access to data from being shown in a window that is already displayed. 

It is respectfully submitted that the last office action confuses windows from data 
displayed on windows. 

Like Monnes, Humes also does not detect the launching of a new window or 
determine if a window is of a certain type. This is not surprising given that Humes 
pertains to filtering contents from websites, not blocking of windows. 

To summarize, neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests: 
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• detecting the launching of a new window; 

• determining the type of the window; and 

• preventing the window from being displayed if the window is of a certain 
type. 

It is well established that references employed in an obviousness rejection must 
disclose all the limitations of the rejected claim. Here, the combination of Monnes and 
Humes fails to disclose at least three limitations of claim 1. Therefore, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 1 is patentable over Monnes and Humes. 

Claims 2-5 directly depend on claim 1, while claims 19-21 depend on claim 1 by 
way of claim 3. Therefore, claims 2-5 and 19-21 are patentable over Monnes and Humes 
at least for the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable as well as because of the 
combination of features set forth in these claims and in claim 1. 

The last office action rejects claims 22 and 26-30 in the same manner as claims 1- 
3. The patentability of claims 1-3 over Monnes and Humes has already been discussed 
above. Therefore, similar to claim 1, independent claims 22, 26, and 27 are patentable 
over Monnes and Humes. 

Claims 23-25 depend on claim 22. Therefore, claims 23-25 are patentable over 
Monnes and Humes at least for the same reasons that claim 22 is patentable, as well as 
because of the combination of features set forth in these claims and in claim 22. 

Claims 28 and 29 directly depend on claim 27, while claim 30 depends on claim 
27 by way of claim 29. Therefore, claims 28-30 are patentable over Monnes and Humes 
at least for the same reasons that claim 27 is patentable, as well as because of the 
combination of features set forth in these claims and in claim 27. 

B. CLAIM 6 

Claims 6-18 recite various characteristics of a window that maybe used to 
determine if a window is a good window or a bad window. Neither Monnes nor Humes 
determines the type of a new window being launched or prevent the window from being 
displayed if the window is of a certain type, let alone determine the type of the window 
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based on the window’s characteristics. Claims 6-11 recite characteristics of windows that 
the inventors believe are likely to be of the second type (i.e. “bad windows”) and thus 
should be blocked. Claims 12-18 recite characteristics of windows that the inventors 
believe are likely of the first type (i.e. “good windows”) and should be allowed to be 
displayed. 

Claim 6 recites that windows of the second type include a window that does not 
have a menu bar. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows that do 
not have a menu bar should belong to a type of window that should be prevented from 
being displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 6. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and deleting 
already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

C. CLAIM 7 

Claim 7 recites that windows of the second type include a window that does not 
have a tool bar. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows that do 
not have a tool bar should belong to a type of window that should be prevented from 
being displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 7. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and deleting 
already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

D. CLAIM 8 

Claim 8 recites that windows of the second type include a window launched when 
a web site is exited. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows 
launched when a web site is exited should belong to a type of window that should be 
prevented from being displayed. 
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The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 8. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and deleting 
already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

E. CLAIM 9 

Claim 9 recites that windows of the second type include a window navigating to 
an AboutrBlank. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows 
navigating to an About:Blank should belong to a type of window that should be 
prevented from being displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 9. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and deleting 
already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

F. CLAIM 10 

Claim 10 recites that windows of the second type include a window launched 
within a short period of time after a user navigates to another web page. Neither Monnes 
nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows launched within a short period of time 
after a user navigates to another web page should belong to a type of window that should 
be prevented from being displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 10. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

G. CLAIM 11 
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Claim 11 recites that windows of the second type include a window launched by 
another window that is to be closed. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests 
that windows launched by another window that is to be closed should belong to a type of 
window that should be prevented from being displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 11. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

H. CLAIM 12 

Claim 12 recites that windows of the first type include a window that has a 
password field. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows that have 
a password field should belong to a type of window that should be allowed to be 
displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 12. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

I. CLAIM 13 

Claim 13 recites that windows of the first type include a window that has a login 
field. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows that have a login 
field should belong to a type of window that should be allowed to be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 13. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 
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J. CLAIM 14 

Claim 14 recites that windows of the first type include a window initiated by a 
user. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows initiated by a user 
should belong to a type of window that should be allowed to be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 14. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

K. CLAIM 15 

Claim 15 recites that windows of the first type include a window navigating to an 
address that previously appeared on a status bar of a web browser. Neither Monnes nor 
Humes discloses or suggests that windows navigating to an address that previously 
appeared on a status bar of a web browser should belong to a type of window that should 
be allowed to be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 15. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

L. CLAIM 16 

Claim 16 recites that windows of the first type include a window that is being 
launched at least a second time. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that 
windows being launched at least a second time belong to a type of window that should be 
allowed to be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
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claim 16. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

M. CLAIM 17 

Claim 17 recites that windows of the first type include a window originating from 
a secure domain. Neither Monnes nor Humes discloses or suggests that windows 
originating from a secure domain belong to a type of window that should be allowed to 
be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 17. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

N. CLAIM 18 

Claim 18 recites that windows of the first type include a window appearing when 
a main browser window has not changed for some time. Neither Monnes nor Humes 
discloses or suggests that windows appearing when a main browser window has not 
changed for some time belong to a type of window that should be allowed to be displayed. 

The last office action suggests that Monnes, in column 9, lines 25-43 discloses the 
limitations of claims 6-18. The undersigned has carefully read the last office action and 
the cited Monnes col. 9, lines 25-43 and could not find any support for the rejection of 
claim 18. The cited portions of Monnes merely talk about displaying pop-ups and 
deleting already displayed pop-ups - not how to type windows. 

VIII. CLAIMS INVOLVED IN THE APPEAL 

The claims involved in the appeal are included in the Appendix submitted 
herewith. 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

For at least the above reasons, allowance of claims 1-30 is respectfully requested. 


Respectfully submitted, 

Scott G. Eagle et al. 

Dated: faucet, fc-fco cTO 

Patrick D. Benedicto, Reg. No. 40,909 

Okamoto & Benedicto LLP 

P.O. Box 641330 

San Jose, CA 95164 

Tel.: (408)436-2110 

Fax.: (408)436-2114 
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OF 

MAILING 




I hereby certify that this correspondence, including the enclosures identified herein, is being 
deposited with the United States Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: 
Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on the date shown below. If the 

Express Mail Mailing Number is filled in below, then this correspondence is being deposited with the 
United States Postal Service "Express Mail Post Office to Addressee" service pursuant to 37 CFR 1.10. 

Signature: 
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Typed or Printed Name: Patrick D. 

Benedicto 



Dated: 

October 4 , 

2005 

Express Mail Mailing Number 
( optional ) : 
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APPENDIX 

CLAIMS INVOLVED IN THE APPEAL 


1. In a computer, a method for preventing windows from being displayed 
comprising: 

detecting the launching of a new window; 

consulting a changeable set of criteria to determine if the window is of a certain 

type; 

allowing the window to be displayed if the window is of a first type; and 
preventing the window from being displayed if the window is of a second type 
and not of the first type. 

2. The method of claim 1 wherein the set of criteria includes a set of rules. 

3. The method of claim 1 wherein the set of criteria includes a set of domain names. 

4. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a pop-up window. 

5. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a pop-under window. 

6. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window that does not 
have a menu bar. 

7. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window that does not 
have a tool bar. 

8. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window launched 
when a web site is exited. 

9. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window navigating to 
an About:Blank. 

10. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window launched 
within a short period of time after a user navigates to another web page. 

11. The method of claim 1 wherein the second type includes a window launched by 
another window that is to be closed. 

12. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window that has a 
password field. 
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13. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window that has a login 
field. 

14. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window initiated by a 
user. 

15. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window navigating to an 
address that previously appeared on a status bar of a web browser. 

16. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window that is being 
launched at least a second time. 

17. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window originating from 
a secure domain. 

18. The method of claim 1 wherein the first type includes a window appearing when a 
main browser window has not changed for some time. 

19. The method of claim 3 wherein the first type includes a window from a domain 
included in the set of domain names. 

20. The method of claim 3 wherein the set of domain names includes locally entered 
domain names. 

21. The method of claim 3 wherein the set of domain names includes domain names 
received from a remotely located computer. 

22. In a computer, a memory comprising: 

a listener, the listener including computer-readable program code for receiving 
event notifications from a web browser; 

a window analyzer, the window analyzer including computer-readable program 
code for detecting whether a window is of a certain type; 

an exclusion list, the exclusion list including a set of domain names wherein 
blocking of windows is disabled; and 

a rules list, the rules list including a set of rules for determining whether a window 
is a good window or a bad window. 

23. The memory of claim 22 wherein the exclusion list may be updated by 
downloading a new set of domain names from a server computer. 

24. The memory of claim 22 wherein the exclusion list may be locally updated by a 
user. 
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25. The memory of claim 22 wherein the rules list may be updated by downloading a 
new set of rules from a server computer. 

26. A computer-readable storage medium comprising: 

a listener, the listener including computer-readable program code for receiving 
event notifications from a web browser; 

a window analyzer, the window analyzer including computer-readable program 
code for detecting whether a window is of a certain type; and 

an updateable rules list, the rules list including a set of rules for determining 
whether a window is a good window or a bad window. 

27. In a computer, a method for processing windows comprising: 
detecting the launching of a new window; 

determining whether the window is a good window or a bad window; 
allowing the window to be displayed if the window is a good window; 
preventing the window from being displayed if the window is a bad window and 
not a good window; and 

allowing the window to be displayed if the window is neither a good window nor 
a bad window. 

28. The method of claim 27 further comprising: 

allowing the window to be displayed if the window is from a domain included in 
a list of domain names. 

29. The method of claim 27 wherein the act of determining whether the window is a 
good window or a bad window is performed by consulting a rules list that includes rules 
for detecting a bad window and rules for detecting a good window. 

30. The method of claim 29 wherein the rules list is updateable. 
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